
MMI HOTEL GROUP
1817 Crane Ridge Drive
Jackaon, Missiaaippi 39216

P.O. Box 16807
Jackaon, Mississippi 39236-6807

Phone Number: 6011982·7713
PAX Number: 6011362·7961

Mr. William F. Caton
Aaing Secretary
Federal Communications Commission
1919 M. Street-Room 222
Washington, DC 20554

July 26, 1994
JUL 27 1994

Re: CC Docket No. 92-77, Phase II

Dear Mr. Caton:

I operate 16 moderately priced hotels in the southeastern United States. We employ some
1500 employees, each of which are dependant on our making their hotel successful.

One essential area of service is that of proper telephone access. Our industry has worked
diligently to provide the necessary services to our guests. However, this effort does not come without
expense.

Today's consumer will not allow many telephone services to be billed directly. The
competitive components of the marketplace demand that we include most telephone benefits in their
room rate.

To be able to afford to provide these services and stay current with technology, we must be
able to recuperate these expenses in some way. Today we have the opportunity to negotiate with our
long distance carriers so as to provide methods by which to absorb some of these costs. Once again
the free market prevails in making the outcome at each level of sale appropriate and reasonable.

I would appreciate your taking my opposition into consideration when the issue of "Billed
Party Preference" is decided upon.

Thank you for your time.

Sincerely,

~~~. f? /U<b'r~
aines P. Sturdivant, c-i!"'l

President
GPSlsk
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TIIERON JENKINS, SHERIFF
MEMBER

Missouri Sheriff's Association

SHERIFF'S DEPARTMENT
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July 20. 199-\.

The Honorable Reed Hundt. Chairman
Federal Communications Commission
1919 M Street. N.W.
Washington. D. C. 2055-\.

Re: CC Docket #92-77

Dear Chainnan Hundt:

,lj\1 RECEIVED

~UGU'2.

FEDE~CCl4/CEMUNtATIONS COMMISSION
OF THE SECRETARY .

No. of Copies rec'd.-D__
list ABCDE

I am writing to voice my concerns about the proposed Billed Party Preference regulation. The correctional
facility inmate phone industry would be severely jeopardized by BPP. affecting inmates. their families and
the criminal justice system as a whole. For this reason. we are asking that inmate calls be exempt from
the proposed SPP regulation.

Over the past ten years. administrators' of correctional facilities have been able to put into place a very
effective system for allowing inmate phone calls. The right to choose our phone sel\ice provider has been
key to our success. This service has always been delivered to us at very reasonable rates. What"s more.
inmate phone commissions have been a significant source of revenue for our facility and have helped us
improve it dramatically lYe use this revenue to fund various programs including.' law enforcement
education: inmate health, education and recreation: jail personl1el sajety: drug prevention and other
community programs: familv visitation etc.

Here are afl!lv ofmy biggest concerns about Billed Party Preference:

• It strips correctional facility administrators of the right to choose inmate phone providers.

• Technology for BPP would reportedly cost upwards of SU billion. an e:\pense that would
have to be passed along to the consumer

• Without the authority to process calls. inmate phone providers would no longer hm'e the
revenue to provide the sophisticated phone systems used in prisons. The end result: fewer
phones with fewer security features. Facilities \yould have to revert to the old ways of
supervising each and every inmate call.

• The average length of stay in jail would increase because inmates would not have the phone
privileges required to make arrangements for obtaining bond. This costs everyone.'

• Under BPP. correctional facilities would no longer have control over inmate calls. which
means no call tracking or blocking. Inmates could conceivably harass judges. witnesses. jury
members or even the victims of their crimes.

• Without call control. facilities would be unable to control fraud problems currently handled
by inmate phone providers.

For the above reasons. and ~ountless others. we believe that THE COSTS OF BILLED PARn­
PREFERENCE FOR [1'l1v1.A.TE CALLS FAR OUT\VEIGH THE BENEFITS. If BPP does become
regulation. w u.[ge \OU to m e inma~e ~alls c:\empt. Thank you for your considerauon of mv \·ie\,s.

Sincerely. -~

......~¥~~~.



DANIEL V. KEA rING
SHERIFF

The Honorable Reed E. Hundt, CbaJrman
Federal Communications Commission
1919 M Street, NW
Washington, D.C. 20554

28JuJy1994

Re: CC DocketNo. 92-77 Opposition 10 BIDed party Preference

Dear Chairman Hundt:

JOHN R. DWYER
UNDERSHERIFF

AUG 12 1994

No. of Copies rec'd,---""O",,--_
ListABCDE

We are opposed 10 the appDcation of BOIed Party Preference (BPP) at Inmate CorreclionaJ Fadlities.

We have analyzed the security and administration need. at our fadJIty and have found It10 be Dece••aJ7lo route Inmate calli
from our fadJIty 10 a .lngle carrier that I. equipped 10 handle Inmatll eaJI. and with whom we have a confradual reJaUonshJp.
We cannot aUow Inmate. 10 have open aecesslo the telecommunicatioD network and the freedom 10 use lUI1 carrier they please.
BPP wUl take away our right 10 coordinate Inmate calli through a carrier we know and trust. Instead, inmate eaJI. wUl be
routed to a number of dJffereDt CUTlers, none ofwhom will have any obDgation to us, aDd few that will be trained 10 handle
Inmate caUs.

We bave al.o found It nece••ary 10 Install pbone equipment that •• de.lgned .pedflcalJ,y for Inmate ealb. This equipment belps
prevent fraud, abusive caUs, and other criminal adIvIty over the telephone network. Given 1be CODstant budgetary constraints
that we are under, we cannot aft'ord 10 provide 1bI. equipment without 1be belp of Inmate pboDe service providerL BPP would
also eliminate the revenue stream1bat finance. our inmate pbones. IfBPP I. appDed 10 inmate c:orrectIonaJ fadlItIes, there wID
be DO way for u.lo flDance these pbone., nor wUl there be Inmate pbone service providers to a.slst UI. WIthout Inmate phonel,
the morale ofour Inmate. will be devastated. The re.uItlnglncrease In ten.lon wID make It more dlft1cult for our 1taff1o
manage Inmates.

Furthermore, we are .ensitlve10 the rates Inmate familles pay for caUL We fuDy appredate the FCC's concern If lOme
Sherlft's do not1ab responsibility for protedlnglnmate famUlei from abu.lvente..We do not agree wItb the FCC that the
.olutlon for lack ofre.ponsiblUty I. BPP. Tbe proper and more effective adfon would be 10 adopt rate ceUlng. on Inmate call.
aDd then let SheritJ. enforce1bese rate celling. through their contracts. Indeed we beUeve the overwhelming ~orityof
Sherlft'. are committed to requiring rates that are fair aDd rea.onable.

In short, BPP would take away our re.pon.lbUity 10 employ Important securlty and administrative mea.ures that we have
found 10 be nece,saJ7 at our correclionaJ fadIIty, u1tInla1llly redudnglnmate phone avaOablUty, whldlln turn decrease. the
eft1denq' ofour staft'. We urge you to not adopt regulations that Interfere with our administrative aDd .ecurlty decisions,
decisions that are dearly within our discretion and which we have a pubUc: responslbUIty to make.

Resp~subm

~~/L{J:-e-r._7"-., O"-c<.A...:'f/,g----

Colonel, JaU Superintendent
Rensselaer County Correclional Fadlity
4000 Main Street
Troy, New York 12180

(518) 270-5448 4000 MAIN STREET, TROY, NEW YORK 12180. PHONE: (518) 270-5252



• Columbus, Nebraska 68601

• FAX: (402) 564-1662
Platte County Courthouse

Phone: (402) 564-3229

~Platte Coun~ Sheriff's Department

Jon J. Zavadil,
Sheriff

July 20. 1994

The Honorable Reed Hundt. Chairman
Federal Communications Commission
1919 M Street. N.W.
Washington. D. C. 20554

AUG 1 2 199:1..

Re: CC Docket #92-77

Dear Chairman Hundt:

I am writing to voice my concerns about the proposed Billed Party Preference regulation. The correctional
facility inmate phone industry would be severely jeopardized by BPP. affecting inmates. their families and
the criminal justice system as a whole. For this reason, we are asking that inmate calls be exempt frolll
the proposed BPP regulation.

Over the past ten years. administrators of correctional facilities have been able to put into place a very
effective system for allowing inmate phone calls. The right to choose our phone service provider has been
key to our success. This service has always been delivered to us at very reasonable rates. What's more.
inmate phone commissions have been a significant source of revenue for our facility and have helped us
improve it dramatically. We use this revenue to fund various programs including: law enforcement
education: inmate health. education and recreation; jail personnel safety: drug prevention and other
comlllunity programs; fami~v visitation etc.

Here are a few ofmy biggest concerns about Billed Party Preference:

• It strips correctional facility administrators of the right to choose inmate phone providers.

• Technology for BPP would reportedly cost upwards of S1.5 billion. an expense that would
have to be passed along to the consumer.

• Without the authority to process cans. inmate phone providers would no longer have the
revenue to provide the sophisticated phone systems used in prisons. The end result: fewer
phones v;ith fewer s..."'Cilrity features. Facilities would (lave to revert ,0 the oid ways of
supervising each and every inmate call.

• The average length of stay in jail would increase because inmates would not have the phone
privileges required to make arrangements for obtaining bond. This costs ever,vol1e'

• Under BPP. correctional facilities would no longer have control over inmate calls. which
means no call tracking or blocking. Inmates could conceivably harass judges. witnesses, jury
members or even the victims of their crimes.

• Without call control. facilities would be unable to control fraud problems currently handled
by inmate phone providers.

For the above reasons. and countless others. we believe that THE COSTS OF BILLED PARTY
PREFERENCE FOR IN1VIATE CALLS FAR OUTWEIGH THE BENEFITS. lfBPP does become
regulation. we urge you to make inmate calls exempt. Thank you for your consideration of my views.

Sincereh.

Q~~
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Marilyn Henderson
326 Weathercock

San Antonio, TX 78239

July 20, 1994

AUG 12 1994

The Honorable Reed Hundt
Federal Communications Commission
1919 M Street NW
Washington DC 20554

Dear Representative Hundt:

As both an employee in the communications industry and a tax paying citizen, I am stating my
strong opposition to Billed Party Preference rBPp) for 0 + Calls. Further, I respectively request
your support in ensuring that Communications Commission Docket 92-77 is defeated.

Confinement facilities are unique and, as such, they require specialized phone system equiRment.
These systems permit a facility to block an inmate's call to specific numbers, block undesired
inbound calls, prevent three-way calling and, overall, reduce fraud and other criminal activity. All
of these capabilities are inherent in the equipment which means that, for the most part,
intervention by administrative personnel is not required and that the maintenance of security is
not jeopardized.

A highly competitive market dictates that the technically sophisticated equipment be installed at
little or no cost to the facility and that the provider's commissions be paid to the facility. The
commissions facilities receive are a major source of revenue for the inmate welfare funds which
finance inmate programs such as family visitation, education and rehabilitation programs. Thus,
many of the positive aspects of incarceration are actually being paid for by the inmates.

Succinctly put, most, if not all, of the positive factors derived from the current way of doing
business will be discarded if Billed Party Preference becomes a reality. The industry would be
going back to the period prior to 1987 when few correctional facilities in the country were paid
commissions and many had to pay for their inmate phone service. From a financial point of view,
it could be a disaster. Local telephone and long distance companies would no longer have to pay
cnmmi~sions because there would be no comoetit.ii'ln. Without commis~ions, facilities woul,d haw>,
to turn to their governing body and taxpayers and compete for already scarce resources. Inmate
morale funding would be decreased and attended by an increase in inmate control problems. Who
would pay for the inmate phone equipment necessary to control calls and prevent fraud and
abuse? Again, facilities would have to turn to government sources. Cutting existing programs or
increasing taxes would be the requirement to balance budgets. With inmate populations growing
at rates estimated from 10 to 15 percent per year, inmate populations could increase by 40
percent by the end of the century. This, of course, will mandate an increase in the number of
facilities and manpower to administer them. More inmates and facilities will necessitate more
non-revenue producing inmate phone systems if BPP were approved for correctional facilities.
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Sincerely,

I appeal for your support in defeating Communications Commission Docket 92-77 with
the saying, "If it ain't broke, don't fix it!" Even though inmate phone service is not perfect, a
competitive market helps ensure that improvement continues.


